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From: Ham-Policy Mailing List and Newsgroup <ham-policy@ucsd.edu>
Errors-To: Ham-Policy-Errors@UCSD.Edu
Reply-To: Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu
Precedence: Bulk
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To: Ham-Policy
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Today's Topics:
           Callsign reissue on FCC's steam driven computer
                     Call sign snobbery (3 msgs)
Dana's generalizations (was Re: Lost petition for VHF/UHF beams) (4 msgs)
                  Order pizza on your autopatch now

Send Replies or notes for publication to: <Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu>
Send subscription requests to: <Ham-Policy-REQUEST@UCSD.Edu>
Problems you can't solve otherwise to brian@ucsd.edu.

Archives of past issues of the Ham-Policy Digest are available 
(by FTP only) from UCSD.Edu in directory "mailarchives/ham-policy".

We trust that readers are intelligent enough to realize that all text
herein consists of personal comments and does not represent the official
policies or positions of any party.  Your mileage may vary.  So there.
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Date: 19 Jul 93 07:53:22 GMT
From: ogicse!uwm.edu!cs.utexas.edu!not-for-mail@network.ucsd.edu
Subject: Callsign reissue on FCC's steam driven computer
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

> 
> Only if one (1) person is going to do the maintenance at a time.  Do we know

Actually, it's 1.5 FTEs.....


> how many ameteur radio callsing database updates the FCC does in a day?  A
> week?  Can one person handle it (or three, they'd probably have to run 'round

1.5 seem to be doing the job ... albeit slowly ...

> 
> And many Unix systems will *compute* the crap out of a mainframe, but it won't
> move data better.  Mainframes are designed to move data, that's what most
> business applications do most of, with only occasional heavy compute cycles.

<yawn>   Can anyone say "Jurassic Park"?      :-)






Peter Laws              |"The '90s are gonna make the '60s|plaws@uafhp.uark.edu
n5uwy@ka5bml.ar.usa.noam| look like the '50s"  --D. Hopper|plaws@uafsysb.bitnet

------------------------------

Date: Mon, 19 Jul 1993 17:52:01 GMT
From: news.mentorg.com!mentorg.com!hanko@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Call sign snobbery
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

In article <222282$h18@hp-col.col.hp.com>, bobw@col.hp.com (Bob Witte) writes:
|> dale@sequent.com (Dale Mosby) writes:
|> >
|>    <stuff deleted> 
|> > 
|> > Well, a couple points to all this:  Don't judge a license class
|> > by the call sign.  In fact don't pay any attention to the license
|> > class at all -- see if the person has something interesting to
|> > talk about! (need only be interesting to you)
|> >
|>    Right on, Dale!
|>    Except for the obviously superior KB0 2x2 calls.   :-)
|>    
|>    Bob, KB0CY
|>     
|> "I absolutely hate people who are intolerant."
|> --------------------------------------------------------------------

Real ham calls start with a digit, and have at most two letters.

For those of us born a bit later, we got stuck with that "W" in front.
Sometimes we even had to accept three letters after the number.

"K" calls are military club stations, of course, or rare DX out
there in the Pacific somewhere.

Now what's all this "N" nonesense?

   ...  Hank


-- 

Hank Oredson @ Mentor Graphics
Internet     : hank_oredson@mentorg.com
Amateur Radio: W0RLI@W0RLI.OR.USA.NA

------------------------------

Date: Mon, 19 Jul 1993 20:23:15 GMT
From: dog.ee.lbl.gov!overload.lbl.gov!agate!spool.mu.edu!cass.ma02.bull.com!petra!popovich@network.ucsd.edu
Subject: Call sign snobbery
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

>Oh, and BTW...WB3I, what was the rest of that call? :-) :-)

Don't I know it.  I guess it's not such a good contest/pileup call.
:-) Oh well.  At least it's not as bad as KB3DS, which got me
consistently answered either as KB3DSK or as KB3DIE, even when I used
a keyer (so I know it wasn't just my swing that was responsible).
	-Steve

------------------------------

Date: Mon, 19 Jul 1993 21:05:20 GMT
From: pravda.sdsc.edu!news.cerf.net!usc!howland.reston.ans.net!spool.mu.edu!cass.ma02.bull.com!petra!popovich@network.ucsd.edu
Subject: Call sign snobbery
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

>1XM was established in 1911 which makes it 10 to 15 years older
>than one from the 20s.

We have an old QSL card in the Columbia University ARC shack for the
Columbia University ARC station, founded in 1913 (I believe -- or
maybe it was 1918, I don't remember very well) as 2XM.  Unfortunately,
it seems to be lost to the years just why we had an experimental,
rather than an amateur, callsign.  I think it may have something to do
with the (in)famous Mr. Edwin H. Armstrong...

My other question is, what made XM such a favorite suffix? :-)
	-Steve, WB3I
	 of Columbia University ARC, W2AEE
	 (at Bull for the summer)

------------------------------

Date: 19 Jul 93 13:17:16 EDT
From: psinntp!arrl.org@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Dana's generalizations (was Re: Lost petition for VHF/UHF beams)
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

In rec.radio.amateur.policy, kd1hz@anomaly.sbs.com (Rev. Michael P. Deignan) writes:
>jbloom@arrl.org (Jon Bloom, KE3Z) writes:

Something tells me I'm about to pour gasoline on an incipient flame war...

>>and your understanding of the history of the
>>no-code debate is wrong.  
>
>You deny that K1ZZ wrote strong anti-no-code editorials in the
>80's?
>
>You deny that the league's official position in the mid 80's was
>"NO CODE NO WAY!"?

I deny none of that.  Nor is it at issue.  Tony claims that the ARRL
position went against the wishes of the membership.  I assert that the
Board believed that the membership did not want no-code in 1983, and
that they believed the membership *did* want no-code in 1989.

>You deny that the ARRL published a poll that it took of its membership
>in the 80's which overwhelmingly demonstrated that its membership was
>against the no-code license?

You are no doubt referring to the poll commissioned by the League's
Long Range Planning Committee.  That poll was in *1980.*  What, pray
tell, does that have to do with the League's position on no-code in
1989?  The rationales behind the League's 1983 position against no-
code are spelled out in the June 1983 QST (p 9 and p 53).  The later
argument is presented in the September 1989 QST (p 9) and November
1989 QST (p 53).  It is quite clear from this published material that
at no time did the ARRL leadership feel that their actions violated the
wishes of the majority of the membership.  Rather, they explicitly
said in 1989 that circumstances--and amateurs' opinions--had changed
since 1983, and they spelled out *why* and *how* they changed.

My personal view is that policy making by poll is poor policy making.
To compound that error by making policy on the basis of a 9-year-old
poll would be error magnified to absurdity.

>I just want to get this established in fact before I whip out the past
>13 years of QST that I have and start quoting facts on the ARRL's
>position as is published in your own magazine.

Whip away.  You seem to have the facts correct, except that you've
identified only *some* of the facts.  Possibly because of this, you've
drawn erroneous conclusions.  Reread the 1989 material if you want to
know what lay behind the League's support of no-code.

Oh, by the way... I'm one of the amateurs who was against no-code in
1983 and for it in 1989.  I've talked to many other amateurs who felt
just the same.  Sure, that's hardly a scientific sampling, but it
serves to illustrate the fallacy of using snapshots of sampled
opinion--however accurate they may have been at the time--long after
the sampling was done.

The bottom line is that the 1989 sense of the Board was that the bulk
of the membership wanted some kind of codeless license (although there
wasn't general agreement as to the particlars).  That opinion was
reached not by scientific sampling, but by constituent contact.  You may
argue as to whether that was the better method to achieve an
understanding of the members' views, but I very much doubt you have any
data in hand that gives a better indication of how ARRL members felt
about the no-code license in 1989--or at any other time.  If you do,
trot it out and prove to me: 1) that the 1989 ARRL position was
demonstrably athwart that of the membership and, 2) that the League
leadership knew it.
------
Jon Bloom, KE3Z                   | jbloom@arrl.org
American Radio Relay League       |
225 Main St., Newington CT 06111  |

------------------------------

Date: 19 Jul 1993 15:16:02 -0400
From: haven.umd.edu!darwin.sura.net!udel!news.intercon.com!panix!not-for-mail@ames.arpa
Subject: Dana's generalizations (was Re: Lost petition for VHF/UHF beams)
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

ARRL policy is determined by the elected directors.

The Hudson Division director, Steve Mendelsohn, WA2DHF, did poll the
membership of his division regarding a codefree license prior to the board
policy vote.  (Steve had some assistence from professional pollsters when
writing the survey questions.)

The ARRL members of the Hudson Division who cared enough about this issue
to answer the survey and send it in were in favor of a codefree licese.

So, at least as far as the Hudson Division goes, the League action on this
issue did accurately reflect the desires of the membership.

As an aside -- If I recall correctly, the actual FCC implementation of the 
codefree license is closer to the proposal by the QCWA than the ARRL position.

And I'm another who was opposed to no-code back in the early 1980s but was
in favor of it in 1989.

But, most important, please realize that what makes an individual a "ham"
is the fact of posessing a valid Amateur Radio license.  That the
requirements for a particular class of US Amateur Radio license changed
doesn't make anyone more or less a "ham"!!

73,

Andy, KB7UV
Asst. Director, Hudson Division, ARRL
-- 
        ______________________ Andrew Funk, KB7UV ______________________
       |     Chair, Radio Amateur Telecommunications Society (RATS)     |
       | ENG Editor/Microwave Control, WCBS-TV Channel 2 News, New York |
       | Internet: kb7uv@panix.com      Packet: kb7uv@kb7uv.#nli.ny.usa |

------------------------------

Date: 19 Jul 93 16:00:24
From: idacrd.ccr-p.ida.org!idacrd!n4hy@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Dana's generalizations (was Re: Lost petition for VHF/UHF beams)
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

I COMPLETELY support Jon's statements that the League directors did poll
their MEMBERSHIP, set up a committee to study and make a recommendations,
and acted upon these polls and recommendations.  It was about as democratic
a thing as I have seen happen at the League with a major issue like this
since the debacle surrounding incentive licensing.  Remember that League
directors are ALSO politicians.  They would not do something that would
guarantee their ouster.  They had membership support and were absolutely
ecstatic (quietly so) when the FCC did more than they supported.

Bob


--
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Robert W. McGwier                  | n4hy@ccr-p.ida.org
Center for Communications Research | Interests: amateur radio, astronomy,golf
Princeton, N.J. 08520              | Asst Scoutmaster Troop 5700, Hightstown

------------------------------

Date: 19 Jul 93 15:55:46
From: idacrd.ccr-p.ida.org!idacrd!n4hy@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Dana's generalizations (was Re: Lost petition for VHF/UHF beams)
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu



------------------------------

Date: Mon, 19 Jul 1993 13:28:33 GMT
From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!darwin.sura.net!news-feed-2.peachnet.edu!concert!uvaarpa!murdoch!livia.acs.Virginia.EDU!jeg7e@network.ucsd.edu
Subject: Order pizza on your autopatch now
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

In article <1993Jul19.110351.28366@ennews.eas.asu.edu> shandrow@enuxva.eas.asu.edu (Darrell B Shandrow) writes:
>
>Actually, I wasn't aware of this.  However, I agree with it.  Well, I'm not
>sure it is prudent for someone to use the autopatch for ordering food, but,
>oh well.
>Just the other day I got myself into a situation where I had to use the ap
>to call our local transit authority.  I was unsure about it but I was
>overheating and all and if nothing else it is an emergency communication.
>Does this new ruling mean it is ok for me to do this?  
>Btw, I'm a blind person who uses the bus system all the time and had gotten
>myself into a bind and had to get sked information for the bus.  I was
>unable to locate a telephone.  73 de nu7i

Completely OK, without qualification.

-- 
 ______ 
 \ \  / Jon Gefaell, Computer Systems Engineer      | Amateur Radio - KD4CQY
  \/\/  Information Technology and Communications   | -Will chmod for food-
   \/   The University of Virginia, Charlottesville |  Hacker@Virginia.EDU
Any opinions expressed herein are not intended to be construed as those of UVA

------------------------------

Date: 19 Jul 93 18:22:14 GMT
From: ogicse!uwm.edu!msuinfo!uchinews!hayward@network.ucsd.edu
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <222a6uINNnv8@topaz.bds.com>, <CA7Fps.BKF@feenix.metronet.com>, <2355@indep1.UUCP>
Subject : Re: Call sign snobbery

In article <2355@indep1.UUCP> clifto@indep1.UUCP (Cliff Sharp) writes:
:In article <CA7Fps.BKF@feenix.metronet.com> marcbg@feenix.metronet.com (Marc Grant) writes:
:>
:>But seriously folks, wouldn't you like to see them re-issue old calls?
:
:   Not me!  As my call distinguishes me as having had my license for quite a
:few years, it was bad enough when they started issuing 1x2s in the W9xx and
:K9xx category, making a guy with a two-year-old license sound like he'd been
:in ham radio for thirty years longer than I had; but hearing some 15-year-old
:signing "W9OMR" or something like that would just break my spirit entirely.
:   Which, I guess, is another form of callsign snobbery...
:-- 
:+------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
:|   Cliff Sharp  |      clifto@indep1.chi.il.us   OR  clifto@indep1.uucp       |
:|     WA9PDM     |                 Use whichever one works                     |
:+------------------------------------------------------------------------------+


Yes, that is exactly what it is: "call sign snobbery." 

Maybe it is even "call sign arrogance." 

Should we not judge hams on how they act on the air rather than on
what class they are or how long they have had their license?

   Kristin Rachael Hayward

-- 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Kristin Rachael Hayward         University of Maine               WX9T
kristin@gandalf.umcs.maine.edu  (yes, I know I didn't post from there)

------------------------------

Date: Mon, 19 Jul 1993 15:27:44 GMT
From: sdd.hp.com!math.ohio-state.edu!howland.reston.ans.net!darwin.sura.net!newsserver.jvnc.net!yale.edu!news.yale.edu!hilbert.chem.yale.edu!oswood@network.ucsd.edu
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <Pine.3.07.9307171745.A23025-a100000@uafhp.uark.edu>, <22arnp$j95@senator-bedfellow.MIT.EDU>, <CADEoq.Cpx@mailer.cc.fsu.edu>ale.
Subject : Re: Call sign snobbery

In article <CADEoq.Cpx@mailer.cc.fsu.edu>, zateslo@geomag.gly.fsu.edu (Ted Zateslo) writes:
|> 
|> The Y series of calls was issued to "training" stations, many of
|> which were issued to colleges and could communicate with hams,
|> which accounts for all the university stations with Y calls
|> (e.g., W6YX, W1YU).
|> 
|> Ted Zateslo, W1XO (not as old as my call looks)
|> zateslo@geomag.gly.fsu.edu
|> 
Here at Yale University, we were fortunate enough to receive W1YU.  The 
station has been licensed for about 60 years, so I am not aware of the
circumstances surrounding the origin of this callsign.  It does allow for
some nice, if nonstandard phonetics, though (Whiskey One Yale University).
Also, it was more fun to operate both CW and voice than using my 
old personal callsign (N1NXW/AA).
-----------
Mark C. Oswood KD1PX		oswood@psun.chem.yale.edu
			or 	moswood@biomed.bitnet

------------------------------

Date: 19 Jul 1993 14:18:55 GMT
From: cthomas@athena.mit.edu
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <22arnp$j95@senator-bedfellow.MIT.EDU>, <CADEoq.Cpx@mailer.cc.fsu.edu>, <1993Jul19.075853@IASTATE.EDU>ed
Subject : Re: Call sign snobbery

In article <1993Jul19.075853@IASTATE.EDU> wjturner@IASTATE.EDU (William J Turner) writes:
>It traces itself back to 9YI in the 1920s. 
>
>Which makes me wonder.  Is this sig really correct?
>
>		--Michael T. Ford  WZ0C
>		  <cthomas@MIT.edu>
>		  W1XM, the oldest school club in the country
>
>My guess is that some of the Y calls are older.  Is there any real way to find
>out for sure?		

1XM was established in 1911 which makes it 10 to 15 years older
than one from the 20s.

--Michael T. Ford  WZ0C
  <cthomas@MIT.edu>
  W1MX, formerly 1XM, America's Oldest College Amateur Radio Club,
  established 1911.

------------------------------

Date: Mon, 19 Jul 1993 14:16:39 GMT
From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!darwin.sura.net!rsg1.er.usgs.gov!dgg.cr.usgs.gov!bodoh@network.ucsd.edu
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <226l3eINNatt@west.West.Sun.COM>, <1993Jul17.205506.1@levy.fnal.gov>, <NYLSsAFJBh107h@GRAFex.Cupertino.CA.US>
Subject : Re: Callsign reissue on FCC's steam driven computer

In article <NYLSsAFJBh107h@GRAFex.Cupertino.CA.US>, ka6etb@GRAFex.Cupertino.CA.US (KA6ETB Steve Harding) writes:
|> Our gummint has several CRAY supercomputers than run with various amounts
|> of idle time.  Seems to me that our #1 techno-dweeb and VP should look into
|> sharing computer resources government wide, not just agency wide.
|> 
|> BTW...My employer knows nothing about this post.

-- 
Cray sharing does indeed occur - but no Cray owner wants to have business
applications running on their valuable machine.  Yes, a Cray can do it - but
a large UNIX server would probably suffice.

I wonder if we won't see this more as the budget is further reduced - generic
government data centers which provide regional compute resources for any
government agencies.  Such data centers would be well connected network-wise
and would help reduce the budgets of the agencies.

Getting back to the FCC - I would suspect that they already share computers
with their parent agency (whomever that is).

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+ Tom Bodoh - Sr. systems software engineer, Hughes STX, N0X?? (in the mail)  +
+ USGS/EROS Data Center, Sioux Falls, SD, USA	57198     (605) 594-6830      +
+ Internet; bodoh@dgg.cr.usgs.gov (152.61.192.66)			      +
+	"Welcome back my friends to the show that never ends!" EL&P	      +
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

------------------------------

Date: 18 Jul 1993 19:10:06 GMT
From: topaz.bds.com!topaz.bds.com!ron@uunet.uu.net
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <1993Jul16.180050.309@rsg1.er.usgs.gov>, <226ropINNhib@west.West.Sun.COM>, <1993Jul17.204406.1@levy.fnal.gov>n
Subject : Re: Callsign reissue on FCC's steam driven computer

> Only if one (1) person is going to do the maintenance at a time.

The FCC has done it with one person.  It's not been more than two people
in that office in some time.

> And many Unix systems will *compute* the crap out of a mainframe, but it won't
> move data better.  Mainframes are designed to move data, that's what most
> business applications do most of, with only occasional heavy compute cycles.

Your understanding of computer systems is a bit out of date.  Actually the
machine you would probably want is a transaction processor which is a parallel
processor in what would have been grouped in the "minicomputer" class (if such
a classification still existed).  Certainly nearly anything can outperform
an 1970's era mainframe.  Even state of the art disks and I/O channels of
the time are no match for the typical SCSI hard drive of today.

-Ron

------------------------------

Date: Mon, 19 Jul 1993 18:43:23 GMT
From: spool.mu.edu!agate!headwall.Stanford.EDU!Csli!paulf@decwrl.dec.com
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <1993Jul14.130047.3228@ke4zv.uucp>, <1993Jul14.190733.10398@Csli.Stanford.EDU>, <1993Jul15.173748.22653@TorreyPinesCA.ncr.com>
Subject : Re: Brilliant postings

In <1993Jul15.173748.22653@TorreyPinesCA.ncr.com> kevin@TorreyPinesCA.ncr.com (Kevin Sanders) writes:

>Paul, could this be because the CW ops are actually more active than their
>SSB counterparts?  I.e., they operate more often and for a longer period of
>time.  Another possibility would be that many SSB QSOs are between > 2
>stations, whereas I have very seldom heard a round-table being conducted
>using CW.

Unless I'm hearing the same 30 ops all the time (and I'm not) this doesn't
explain why the numbers of CW QSOs is about the same as the number of SSB Qs.
And yes, there are a number of CW nets that operate on 20.  Net style on SSB
prevails on 40, but not on 20.

-- 
-=Paul Flaherty, N9FZX | "The National Anthem has become The Whine."
->paulf@Stanford.EDU   |  -- Charles Sykes, _A Nation of Victims_

------------------------------

Date: (null)
From: (null)
>>I don't necessarily have anything against codeless techs but I do object
>>to the way it was handled.

------------------------------

Date: (null)
From: (null)
>In what way? Now that I have stuck my neck this far into the noose, I 
>would love to respond, but I would find it difficult to reconstruct
>the entire mess since the early 80s, so would prefer to know
>what you think was done improperly.

I have already replied to Pellico and others on here Ed with a history
of the way in which the recent successful attempt to put together a
nocode license came about from my viewpoint.  I told him how the ARRL directors
I knew went out to ARRL MEMBERS and did polls (if I ever see one more of
these controversial issues while Mendelsohn is director I will burn my
mailbox), etc.  I told him and others how the Wilson committee was set
up, etc.  I told him all this stuff about how the ARRL really acquitted
itself fairly well even though in the end it did NOT support my position.
I was happy when the FCC DID ;-).  The FCC did NOT put into place what
the ARRL recommended.  They were more than happy to have the FCC do it
for them IMHO.

Bob

--
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Robert W. McGwier                  | n4hy@ccr-p.ida.org
Center for Communications Research | Interests: amateur radio, astronomy,golf
Princeton, N.J. 08520              | Asst Scoutmaster Troop 5700, Hightstown

------------------------------

Date: Mon, 19 Jul 1993 12:58:53 GMT
From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!ux1.cso.uiuc.edu!newsrelay.iastate.edu!news.iastate.edu!IASTATE.EDU!wjturner@network.ucsd.edu
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <Pine.3.07.9307171745.A23025-a100000@uafhp.uark.edu>, <22arnp$j95@senator-bedfellow.MIT.EDU>, <CADEoq.Cpx@mailer.cc.fsu.edu>
Reply-To : wjturner@IASTATE.EDU (William J Turner)
Subject : Re: Call sign snobbery

In article <CADEoq.Cpx@mailer.cc.fsu.edu>, zateslo@geomag.gly.fsu.edu (Ted
Zateslo) writes:

> The Y series of calls was issued to "training" stations, many of
> which were issued to colleges and could communicate with hams,
> which accounts for all the university stations with Y calls
> (e.g., W6YX, W1YU).

Here at Iowa State University, WOI radio just celebrated its 80th anniversary. 
It traces itself back to 9YI in the 1920s.  I assume 9YI became W9YI and later,
with the forming of the 10th district, W0YI which is one of the Cyclone Amateur
Radio Club's two stations.

Which makes me wonder.  Is this sig really correct?

		--Michael T. Ford  WZ0C
		  <cthomas@MIT.edu>
		  W1XM, the oldest school club in the country

My guess is that some of the Y calls are older.  Is there any real way to find
out for sure?		


--
Will Turner,  N0RDV	     ---------------------------------------------
wjturner@iastate.edu	    | "Are you going to have any professionalism, |
twp77@isuvax.iastate.edu    | or am I going to have to beat it into you?" |
TURNERW@vaxld.ameslab.gov    ---------------------------------------------

------------------------------

End of Ham-Policy Digest V93 #239
******************************
